The difference in publication year has never affected Énumération's citation as 1894, regardless of version, by Ameghino and other researchers, so far as we are able to ascertain. On the other hand the use of these versions has been inconsistent. Some authors have cited only the offprint or Boletín version, both versions, and one or the other version in different publications. For example, Ameghino (e.g., 1894c Ameghino (e.g., , 1895 referred to the offprint. Trouessart (1897) cited the offprint version, but Trouessart (1898) cited the Boletín version. Scott (1903 Scott ( , 1904 Scott ( , 1905 and Sinclair (1906 Sinclair ( , 1909 refer to both versions, but used the pagination of the offprint. Roger (1896), Roth (1899), and Palmer (1904) used the pagination of the offprint, while Simpson (1945 ), Mones (1986 , McKenna and Bell (1997), and De Iuliis et al. (2014) used the pagination of the Boletín.
For these reasons the existence of two versions with differing paginations and date, albeit with identical text, clearly has implications in the recognition of formal taxonomic names; and so the question arises as to which of the two versions should be formally recognized for such purposes.
At first glance, one might entertain the idea that both versions be allowed to stand for formal taxonomic purposes, as both have been used in the literature and have been assumed to have been published simultaneously in 1894. However, use of more than a single source runs counter to taxonomic practices and would, in our opinion, be confusing. At the very least, it would require explanation of the situation in any publications dealing with the formal taxonomy of the taxa erected in Énumération, which would both unnecessarily lengthen and detract from the main theme of such publications. This is the situation in which we currently find ourselves and is the reason for addressing the issue here. Establishing priority of one over the other would eliminate this dual publication problem. A second concern with recognizing both publications is that it is not at all clear that they were published simultaneously. However, it can be demonstrated that the date of publication of the Boletín version as indicated in this journal is incorrect, whereas the published date of the offprint is correct (see below). The first piece of evidence for establishing Énumération's year of publication is a letter (Torcelli, 1935) given its distribution in the first few days of March, 1894) and that during the 19th century, just following the publication of the Boletín and offprint versions of Énumération, it was the offprint version that was cited in attempting to resolve issues of priority. We suggest that by 1899 Roth could easily and preferentially have referred to the Boletín version (again, arguably the more formal publication) were he confident that they had been published simultaneously.
Although all the scenarios presented in the preceding paragraphs are plausible, the only objectively demonstrable circumstance is that the offprint bears a correct publication year, whereas the Boletín version bears an incorrect publication year. We suggest this is sufficient evidence for our recommendation that the former be recognized as the formal source for nomenclatural purposes (as did Ameghino, 1894c and Roth, 1899) , while maintaining that the offprint was published earlier than the Boletín version of Énuméra-tion. A list of relevant taxa and their pagination according to Ameghino (1894a) is presented in Appendix 1.
CONCLUSIONS
1. Énumération was published in 1894, but included in Volume 13 of the Boletín, which is dated as 1893. Volume 13 should thus be recognized as including articles published in 1892, 1893, and 1894.
2. In accordance with the evidence presented and analyzed here we recommend that the offprint, dated February 1894 and distributed in the first days of March, be used for nomenclatural purposes. The offprint is available online at http://www.biodiversitylibrary.org/bibliography/77348#/ summary and several hard copies still exist (e.g., the library system of the Museo Argentino Ciencias Naturales "Bernardino Rivadavia", Museo Nacional de Historia Natural
Montevideo, and Museum of Comparative Zoology; A. Mones, pers. comm., 2015) .
